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Abstract 
 
Social informatics (SI) is a socio-technical approach for studying information and communication 
technologies (ICT) that makes explicit the interconnectedness of technical artifacts and their social 
contexts. However, there have been claims that limited attention has been paid to the technical in SI 
research. Using a modified framework for studying technological artifacts in information systems 
literature (Orlikowski and Iacono 2001; Sawyer and Chen 2003), this review of SI literature explores how 
technology has been viewed, how its material and structural natures have been considered, and at what 
levels of analysis technology has been studied. This study finds that further work is needed in SI for 
studying ICT as socio-technical ensembles; that attention should be paid to ICT development and use at 
macro- and individual-levels of analysis; and that it should engage with approaches from other socio-
technical domains for studying the technical and non-technical material components of ICT. 
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Introduction 
 
Social informatics (SI) is an approach for studying the social aspects of information and communication 
technologies (ICT) that makes explicit the interconnectedness of technical artifacts and their social 
contexts. One of the key concepts that grounds SI is that “ICTs do not exist in social or technological 
isolation” (Lamb, Sawyer and Kling 2000, p. 1614). SI favors neither the social nor the technical; instead, 
it is interested in the study of the relationships and interactions implied in the hyphen that separates the 
words in the term socio-technical (Meyer 2014). An SI perspective challenges views of ICT as simply tools 
comprised of unified technical artifacts. Instead, SI posits that ICT are complex ensembles of technical 
artifacts, such as hardware and software, and non-technical material components, such as support 
resources or the physical spaces in which the ICT are embedded (Kling, 2007). However, there have been 
claims that both the technical and non-technical material components have been underdeveloped and 
undertheorized in SI (Cox 2014; Lessard 2014; Tyworth and Sawyer 2008). To investigate these claims, 
this study returns to the debate of the nature of the technological artifact in information systems 
literature, to present empirical evidence on the state of the technical artifact in SI literature. 
 
This study reviews SI literature published since 2000 identified in Fichman, Sanfilippo, and Rosenbaum 
(2015) using an analytical framework developed from reviews of the status of the technical artifact in 
information systems literature (Orlikowski and Iacono 2001; Sawyer and Chen 2003). This study explores 
how SI literature views technology; how the material and structural natures of technology have been 
considered; and at what level of analysis technology has been studied in relation to its individual, group, 
and organizational contexts. The results suggest that while SI generally considers the technical as 
embedded in socio-technical ensembles, there are opportunities for SI to further develop its 
reconceptualization of the technical by adopting different views and levels of analysis for addressing the 
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material and structural nature of socio-technical systems’ technical and non-technical material 
components. 
 
Background 
 
Social informatics is grounded in a rejection of the naïve consideration that technical systems determine 
social and organizational change, arguing instead that in any socio-technical setting the social and the 
technical influence and co-constitute one another (Kling, McKim, and King 2003). This view has been 
used to challenge popular narratives about technology in literature by “information technology pundits,” 
where a utopian view of technology use is espoused (Kling 2007) and in technically-biased academic 
literature where the social consequences and implications of technology are either nominally referenced 
or left out of the discourse entirely (Orlikowski and Iacono 2001). Fichman et al. (2015) argue that the 
utopian and nominal narratives have real-life implications in that “ICTs have been adopted on the basis of 
inaccurate understandings and unreasonable expectations derived from these discourses” (p. 2). SI is 
cognizant of the institutional, organizational, and social contexts in which technical systems are developed 
in and embedded within (Kling, Rosenbaum, and Sawyer 2005). This contextual grounding is evident in 
the often cited working definition of SI, which is “the interdisciplinary study of the design, use, and 
consequences of ICTs that takes into account their interaction with institutional and cultural contexts” (p. 
6). These contexts are always pivotal in shaping the design, uses, and configurations of technologies 
(Kling 2007).  
 
Regarding the technical, SI considers the effects of ICT use as often paradoxical; that ICT design, 
implementation and uses have consequences that are both moral and ethical; and that ICT are shaped by 
and shape social action and are influenced by their social contexts (Sawyer 2005). The socio-technical 
networks perspective is one SI approach for addressing the relationships between social and the technical 
(Kling 2000). This perspective argues that the technical is always embedded within large, socio-technical 
assemblages that are influenced by actors within and external to the network, and peripheral technical 
and non-technical artifacts that are often excluded from the network. Furthermore, this network view of 
systems “suggests that [ICT] should not be conceptualized simply as a ‘tool’ that can be readily applied to 
specific purposes” (Kling and Lamb 2002, p. 300). Given the interdisciplinary nature of SI (Lamb and 
Sawyer 2005), SI scholars have adopted other approaches to studying socio-technical contexts, including 
communities of practice (Hara, Shachaf, and Stoerger 2009), boundary objects and boundary spanning 
(Hara and Fichman 2014), and values in design (Fleischmann 2014). 
 
An SI orientation challenges both social and technological deterministic views of technology; however, in 
praxis SI research has tended to “focus on the social rather than the technical when applied in practice” 
(Tyworth and Sawyer 2008, p. 7). While this comment may be purposefully hyperbolic in order to spur 
conversation in SI, empirical evidence is required to substantiate whether this lacuna in the literature 
exists, and if there is a need to reconsider technology to better understand how the social and technology 
are co-constituted and mutually shaping. Therefore, this study seeks to examine whether the 
conceptualization of the technical is underdeveloped within SI research through a meta-literature review. 
The study addresses how technology has been viewed in SI literature; how the technical and non-technical 
components of ICT have been studied in SI; and at what levels of analysis technology has been studied. 
 
Social Informatics Literature 
 
Social informatics can be conceptualized as a lens through which one can investigate socio-technical 
situations from a position that suggests that the social and the technical co-constitute one another, and 
which favors neither technical nor social determinism (Fichman et al. 2015). However, identifying 
relevant SI literature is difficult because of its interdisciplinary nature (Lamb and Sawyer 2005). This is 
evident when conducting a Web of Science search using the term “social informatics,” which yields 110 
articles and conference proceedings from 22 different research areas ranging from information and 
library science to social work to telecommunications. Arguing that these 110 articles are representative of 
the corpus of SI literature would ignore seminal texts that contributed to the development of SI, such as 
Kling and Scacchi’s (1982) web model. Another issue that arises when attempting to identify SI literature 
is that delimiting a search using the term “social informatics” overlooks socio-technical research that has 
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been informed or influenced by SI, but which has not been labeled as SI research by the authors. Given 
that scholars who apply a SI perspective to the study of socio-technical contexts hail from numerous 
academic disciplines, it is not surprising that much of the literature is not explicit in stating a direct 
affiliation with SI. 
 
Since the SI literature is difficult to systematically identify, this study’s literature sample comes from 
Fichman et al.’s (2015) monograph on SI. In this monograph, the literature was selected from the 
bibliographies of Rob Kling and his co-authors; scholars who’ve identified with SI; and from those who 
have recently cited and been influenced by Rob Kling and other SI scholars (Sanfilippo 2016). The text 
divides the literature into four evolutionary periods: the foundational period (1980’s), the period of 
expansion (1990’s), the period of coherence (2000-2005), and the transformational period (2005-
present). While this monograph addresses the concepts, topics, and findings of these periods, there is no 
specific attention to how technology has been conceptualized and how these conceptualizations have 
shaped the evolution of SI research. This study focuses on the literature from the periods of coherence and 
transformation, since by these periods SI had been formally defined, and more authors and socio-
technical contexts were represented than in the earlier periods.  
 
Drawing on the literature from the periods of coherence and transformation, 112 works from Fichman et 
al. (2015) were identified. The sample was refined using a set of exclusionary criteria. The criteria for 
exclusion include articles that were homages to Rob Kling and his contributions to SI following his 
passing; position pieces about the importance and future development of SI; and work that focused on 
international socio-technical traditions that developed independent to or were developing alongside SI in 
the U.S. Each of the articles was downloaded and read through to determine whether they met these 
criteria. In the end a total of 62 articles written by 61 different authors were identified for the review. 
 
Literature Review Framework 
 
The analytical framework used to evaluate how the technical has been conceptualized in SI literature is 
presented in this section. The framework draws on the meta-literature reviews of the technical artifact in 
information systems research by Sawyer and Chen (2003) and Orlikowski and Iacono (2001). The 
framework that will be used in this study can be seen in Table 1.  
 
Construct Description 
 
Technological View  
    Nominal Technology as not defined or referenced 
    Computational Computational power and capabilities 
    Tool Direct effects of technology 
    Proxy Substitute for another variable, such as capital 
    Ensemble Socio-technical assemblage 
Technological Structure  
    Distributed Not spatially bound and connected 
    Fragmented Not spatially bound, but both connected and disconnected 
    Provisional Spatially bound and disconnected 
    Nominal Type is not defined or referenced 
Material Type  
    Digital Software and online material components 
    Physical Hardware and non-online materials 
    Hybrid Includes both digital and physical materials 
    Nominal Material properties are not defined or referenced 
Level of Analysis  
    Artifact Technologies’ abilities 
    Individual Perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors 
    Group Collections of people 
    Institution Larger organizational social units 
Table 1. Framework for analyzing the technical in SI literature. 
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Orlikowski and Iacono’s (2001) framework suggests that IS literature adopts one of five views in its 
treatment of technology: the nominal view, the computational view, the tool view, the proxy view, and the 
ensemble view. The ensemble view examines technology and its relationship to the social as dynamic and 
configurational (Orlikowski and Iacono 2001). Saywer and Chen (2003) suggest that in this view research 
orientation is often towards the conditions of technology use. Within this view there are four variants of 
technology as an ensemble. These are technology as a development project, a production network, an 
embedded system, or as structure (see Table 2). An additional view, the hybrid view has been added to the 
framework. Since SI research assumes that the social and the technical cannot be meaningfully separated 
(Kling et al. 2003), it is possible to assume that the literature in this review will more than likely adopt an 
ensemble view, as opposed to the other more technically focused views.  
 
Table 2. Ensemble view of technology taken from Orlikowski and Iacono (2001). 
 
Sawyer and Chen’s framework (2003) draws on Orlikowski and Iacono (2001), yet they make several 
additions to examine how people and information in socio-technical systems have been considered. While 
this study does not consider the role of people and information, one useful element from their framework 
is the level of analysis employed in the literature to study technology. Sawyer and Chen (2003) argue that 
by evaluating research at its level of analysis, it is possible to identify how technologies are considered as 
“different levels of analysis demand different characterizations of ICT” (p. 128). The levels are the artifact, 
the individual, the group, or the institution. That the effects of ICT vary by the level of analysis is an 
insight that Lamb and Sawyer (2005) list among one of the SI’s common knowledge tenets. 
 
Two additional constructs have been added to the framework used here: technological structure and 
materiality. For structure, this study draws on Orlikowski and Iacono (2001), who argue that technical 
artifacts are made up of a variety of heterogeneous components where “interconnections are often partial 
and provisional and which require bridging, integration, and articulation in order from them to work 
together” (p. 131); this contrasts with the prevailing discourses that presuppose that technologies are 
“whole, uniform, and unified” (p. 131). Their findings are useful for examining how technology’s structure 
and composition is considered in SI literature. Structure can be viewed as distributed, fragmented, or 
provisional (see Table 1). This construct does not look at the technology itself, but rather how the 
technology is portrayed. For example, the ICT in a study of online communities of practice can be 
described as either distributed or fragmented. A distributed view focuses primarily on the online, or 
digital, nature of the ICT in which communities of practice engage. A fragmented view would consider the 
ICT’s digital and physical properties, with the physical properties referring to users’ local technologies, 
such as computers or mobile devices, and the physical spaces that influence use. 
 
The materiality construct ostensibly appears similar to the structure construct; however, the materiality 
construct does not consider technology in relation to spatial boundaries and connectivity. Rather, it 
primarily focuses on a technical system’s material properties. The construct draws on Barrett, Oborn, 
Orlikowski, and Yates (2012), who argue that the technical in socio-technical contexts is not unified, but 
rather is comprised of a “shifting and heterogeneous assembly of multiple materialities” (p. 1451). This 
means that technical systems do not simply contain core and unified technologies, but rather are made of 
an ensemble of both technical and non-technical material components. The latter of these could refer to 
Ensemble View Description 
 
Development project 
 
Technology design, development and implementation processes in 
organizational context 
Production network Technology development at industry, state, and national levels; focuses on 
market forces and IT policies 
Embedded system Technology as enmeshed in complex and dynamic social contexts; focuses 
on how technologies come to be used  
Structure Technology as embodied with social structures, which shapes its use 
Hybrid Technology as a hybrid of development project, production network, 
embedded system, and structure. 
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the physical space in with technologies are embedded or the resources, such as training documents, that 
support technology use, for example. This perspective aligns with the socio-technical systems perspective 
in SI, where ICT include hardware, software, support resources, and information structures (Kling 2007). 
For this construct, materiality is considered in four ways: digital, physical, hybrid, and nominal. Digital 
materiality views technology as comprised of software, informational components, and its online material 
components, such as a question and answer website or an electronic scholarly communication forum. The 
physical view focuses on technical artifacts’ tangible characteristics, such as hardware and physical 
properties. Hybrid materiality views technology as constituted by both physical and digital materials. The 
nominal type is similar to the nominal view of technology in the framework, in that the material 
properties of ICT are not defined or are marginally referenced. 
 
Findings and Discussion 
 
The results will show that SI literature should further the embedded systems view of technology to 
consider technologies’ various structures, and technical and non-technical materiality; that there are 
opportunities for SI to approach socio-technical contexts from other technological perspectives; and that 
SI should further conduct research at the individual level of analysis given the ubiquity and personal 
computing. This section presents and discusses these findings through an analysis of the SI literature 
using a framework for evaluating how the technical has been conceptualized. 
 
The framework is based on four constructs: technological view, technological structure, material type, and 
level of analysis. Table 3 below presents an overview of the results based on the first of these three 
constructs. The table shows that of the technological views, only the ensemble view with its variants and 
the nominal view were present in the literature. The combination of ensemble - embedded system view, 
fragmented structure, and hybrid material type is the most prevalent combination. This combination 
closely aligns with the socio-technical networks perspective in SI research, which posits that any socio-
technical setting should be viewed as an assemblage comprised of actors, technologies, and non-technical 
material components (Kling, 2000). As the table shows, the literature acknowledges that technologies are 
not separated from their social contexts, but are deeply enmeshed in the social conditions and structures 
that shape them. However, just as Orlikowski and Iacono (2001) and Sawyer and Chen (2003) found in 
their analyses of the information systems literature, in some SI literature the technical is nominally 
considered and overlooked due to a greater emphasis on the social. In the sections below, these findings 
will be discussed to present how technology has been viewed in SI, how technical and non-technical 
material artifacts, and technological structures have been depicted, and at what level of analysis 
technology has been examined. 
 
Technological View Structure Material Total 
Ensemble - Embedded 
System 
Fragmented Hybrid 20 
Distributed Digital 6 
Distributed Hybrid 3 
Fragmented Digital 2 
Fragmented Nominal 1 
Ensemble - Structure Fragmented Hybrid 7 
Distributed Digital 3 
Fragmented Nominal 3 
Ensemble - Hybrid Fragmented Hybrid 8 
Nominal Nominal Nominal 9 
Table 3. Results based on technological view by structure and material constructs 
 
Views of Technology 
  
The technological view construct in the evaluative framework attempts to empirically substantiate the 
core assumptions of SI concerning the ways that technology is purported to be viewed. In SI, technology 
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does “not exist in social or technical isolation”; rather, technology is “embedded in complex dynamic 
networks of social, cultural, organizational, and institutional contexts” (Rosenbaum 2014, p. 19). 
Technology is embedded within socio-technical systems that not only include the social and technological, 
numerous heterogeneous non-technical artifacts that support and further constitute the system (Kling 
2007; Kling et al. 2005; Rosenbaum 2014). Based on these assumptions, it was assumed that the 
ensemble view of technology would be the predominant view emerging in the literature sample, although 
with some variation among the view’s four variants. This was expected given SI’s three different research 
orientations: normative, analytical, and critical (Kling 2007). The analytical orientation focuses on 
research intended to recommend design alternatives for information professionals. The analytical 
orientation develops theories through empirical research about the nature of technologies in institutional 
and cultural contexts. The critical perspective challenges the basic assumptions that surround the use, 
design and implementation of technologies (Sawyer and Tapia 2007). These orientations influence and 
shape the lens through which SI research studies socio-technical systems, and therefore frame and 
conceptualize technology. 
 
In the literature, only two of the views of technology emerged. Either technology is viewed as a socio-
technical ensemble found in 53 of the articles, or it is nominally considered, as in 9 articles. For the 
ensemble view of technology, the embedded system view is the most prominent view of the four variants, 
with a total of 32 articles. Chart 1 details the technological view construct found in the literature. In this 
view, technology is always “enmeshed in the conditions of its use” (Orlikowski and Iacono 2001, p. 126) 
and it focuses on technology as embedded in one or more social contexts. The topics found in this sample 
of the literature vary, but include the socio-technical interaction networks (Kling et al. 2003), 
communities of practice and boundary objects (Davenport 2001), mobile computing (Sawyer and Tapia 
2005), the sociomateriality of multidimensional social networks (Contractor, Monge, and Leonardi 2011), 
and use regimes and intellectual and cultural property (Eschenfelder 2014).  
 
 
Chart 1. Technological view construct totals. 
 
This embedded system view was followed by technology as structure, in 13 articles, and the hybrid view in 
8 articles. The technology as structure view is similar to the embedded systems view; however, it focuses 
primarily on the issues of technology as embodying social structures and the outcomes of this 
embodiment. The topics of the articles that took this view include the social actor model (Lamb and Kling 
2003), organizational influence on humanitarian data collection (Tapia and Maitland 2009), critical 
approaches to digital humanities (Simpson, 2014), and computerization movements (Hara and 
Rosenbaum 2008). In the hybrid view, 5 of the articles view technology as both an embedded system and 
as a development project, while 3 view it as an embedded system, as structure, and as a development 
project. The development project view, which was only represented in the hybrid view, focuses on 
technology design, development, and implementation in organizational contexts (Orlikowski and Iacono 
2001). The technology as structure articles primarily covered issues of values and norms in shaping 
technology design (Fleischmann 2014), while the hybrid view focused on issues of technology design from 
a community informatics perspective (Racherla and Mandviwalla 2013; Shin and Shin 2012). 
Interestingly, the view of technology as a production network does not appear in the literature as either a 
solo view nor as a part of a hybrid view. In this view the focus is on macro-scale technology development, 
such as those that take place at industry, state, or nation levels (Orlikowski and Iacono 2001). 
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It is not surprising that computational, tool, and proxy views of technology were not found in the sample, 
given SI’s orientation toward social and technical co-constitution and mutual shaping (Rosenbaum, 2014) 
and rejection of technological determinism (Fichman et al. 2015). Yet, the presence of the nominal view in 
9 of the articles was not expected. In the nominal view, technology is either briefly referenced or absent 
from the research entirely. Although there have been claims that SI has undertheorized and not 
considered the technical (Tyworth and Sawyer 2008) and that it should begin to address the material and 
component-based nature of socio-technical systems (Cox 2014; Lessard 2014), it was expected that the 
literature would adopt an ensemble view of technology. The topics covered in the articles using the 
nominal view include communities of practice, information seeking behaviors, and information sharing 
and collaboration. 
 
Technological Structure and Materiality 
 
Unlike the technology view construct, the technology structure and materiality constructs do not 
conceptualize technology in relation to the social; rather, they examine how technology and its 
components are considered in relation to one another. Early in its history, SI was interested in 
computerization and the rising ubiquity of technologies in organizational and institutional settings; 
however, it has also shifted to consider the technical in other societal contexts (Fichman et al. 2015). 
Given this orientation, this study postulated that the distributed and fragment technology structure types, 
as opposed to the provisional type, would be addressed more often in the literature sample. Additionally, 
it was assumed that attention would be given to digital and hybrid materiality views over the physical and 
nominal views. 
 
For structure view of technology, the fragmented view was found in 41 articles (see Chart 2). In this view, 
technologies are not viewed as static, uniform, or whole, but rather as dynamic, complex systems 
comprised of heterogeneous technical and non-technical artifacts. Technologies in this view are not 
spatially bound and their components have both connected and disconnected relationships. “Connected” 
here means that technologies and their components are connected physically or digitally. Shachaf’s 
(2008) article on global virtual teams (GVT) is a good example of the fragmented view of technology 
structure. Rather than conceptualizing the technologies that support GVT as singular and unified, 
multiple technologies and their components are used for information sharing and communication in GVT, 
such as “email, chat, e-Meetings, teleconferencing, and team room activities, in addition to face-to-face 
meetings” (p. 135).  
 
Chart 2. Technological structure construct by material type construct. 
 
The distributed view appeared in only 12 of the articles. In this view, technology is connected and not 
spatially bound. Literature that took this view of technology structure primarily focused on internet 
ecology as the central theme, such as question and answering sites (Rosenbaum and Shachaf 2010) and 
online communities of practice (Hara et al. 2009). Interestingly, the provisional view of technology, in 
which technology is spatially bound and disconnected, was not present in any of the articles. This is not 
surprising given SI’s historical focus on ICT as connected and distributed systems (Fichman et al. 2015). 
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The materiality types found in the literature were digital (11), hybrid (38), and nominal (13). The digital 
material type views technology in relation to its software and online materiality. The hybrid type focuses 
on both the digital and physical characteristics of the technology, including the technologies’ hardware 
and non-digital or technical materials that support a technical system. Examples of the hybrid material 
type appear in the literature on socio-technical interaction networks (Kling et al. 2003; Shachaf and 
Rosenbaum 2009). While the 9 articles that adopted a nominal view of technology were expected to fall 
within this category, an additional 4 articles that had been coded as taking an ensemble view of 
technology were added to the nominal material type. While these articles addressed and conceptualized 
technology as being socio-technical ensembles, the material components of the technology were not 
discussed. In these articles, the technical were backgrounded in favor of the social, as in Lamb and Kling’s 
(2003) social actor model. 
 
Levels of Analysis 
 
The level of analysis influences how technologies are perceived and characterized in the literature (Sawyer 
and Chen 2003). This aligns with one of the common findings of SI research, which is that understanding 
the phenomenon of interest in any study varies according to the level of analysis chosen to investigate the 
phenomenon (Lamb and Sawyer 2005; Sawyer 2005). The level of analysis construct was used to examine 
at what levels technology and its relationship to the social were investigated. The institutional level was 
the most common (26), followed by the group level (20), the hybrid level (12), and the individual level. 
The fact that the institutional level was the most prominent is not surprising given that the most often 
cited operational definition of SI asserts that it is the study of ICT in their institutional and cultural 
contexts (Kling et al. 2005). The presence of the group level is also not surprising given that “the foci of SI 
studies are expanding from analyzing computing use in organizations” to studies that look at technology 
use in different social contexts (Hara and Fichman, 2014 p. 96). This orientation towards institutional and 
group levels of analysis aligns with much of the early research that developed SI (Hara and Fichman 
2014). While the individual level of analysis was only present in 4 of the articles, it was present in the 
individual-group (5), individual-group-institution (4) and individual-institution (1) hybrid levels of 
analysis. The artifact level of analysis focuses on the artifact and “the development of a particular ICT 
(typically computational)” (Sawyer and Chen 2003, p. 117). This level of analysis was not adopted in any 
of the literature in the sample, which is not surprising given that SI does not study the social and technical 
in isolation, but rather the hyphen, as Meyer (2014) states, that connects the term socio-technical. 
 
Future Directions and Conclusion 
 
The results from this study provide insights as to how the technical has been considered and treated in SI. 
The empirical evidence suggests that overall SI does consider the technical, although the presence of the 
nominal view of technology implies that some research favors the social while disregarding the technical. 
However, SI research primarily views technology as embedded within larger socio-technical ensembles, 
while the technological structure has been viewed as fragmented with an attention to the hybridity of 
technical and non-technical material components. One limitation to this study has to do with the 
literature selection, since it is probable that literature written by scholars who have been influenced by SI 
but who have not explicitly labeled themselves as social informaticists has been left out of this review.  
 
Based on the results, however, there are several opportunities for addressing the technical in future SI 
research and development. First, there should be a continued development of the embedded systems 
view, which explicitly considers the technical and non-technical material components of a socio-technical 
context. As technical systems become more complex, distributed, and ubiquitous, acknowledging systems’ 
technical and non-technical material components will be imperative for effectively studying the impact 
and unintended consequences of these systems. Second, there is opportunity for studying the other types 
of ensemble views of technology, such as the production network view and technology as a development 
project. These views of technology can help SI scholars understand and theorize about the macro-
development of technological systems, which is critical given the increasing spread and 
institutionalization of ICT in modern society. Third, regarding the types of levels of analysis employed in 
the literature, most of the literature has looked at technology in relation to group and organizational 
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settings. Yet, as ICT have disseminated into our social lives with the rise of mobile and personal 
computing, increased attention should be paid to the individual level of analysis in SI research.  
 
Finally, SI should look to the contributions of other academic disciplines to study the socio-technical 
impact of a system’s technical and non-technical material components (Cox 2014; Lessard 2014). The 
adoption of outside socio-technical analytical and theoretical approaches is not antithetical to SI, since as 
was found SI scholars have used a variety of approaches, such as communities of practice (Hara and 
Fichman 2014), knowledge management and regimes of truth (Ekbia and Kling 2003), and community 
informatics (Shin and Shin 2012). Cox (2014) argues for the integration of practice theory into SI since 
too often SI neglects the materiality of information activity; focusing on materiality would seem “to be in 
keeping with the increasing integration of computers into everyday life” (p. 175). Lessard (2014) suggests 
that the socio-technical interaction networks and social actor approaches in SI devalue the technical and 
its material components, arguing instead for a critical realist perspective for helping “to overcome these 
limitations by addressing the material and temporal aspects of ICT development and use” (p. 145).  
 
This study does not intend inculpate SI research of erroneously studying and conceptualizing technology, 
since the results suggest that SI has indeed explicitly considered the technical and its influence on the 
social. While Tyworth and Sawyer’s (2008) claim is not entirely substantiated, it is not completely 
repudiated either. The presence of the nominal view of technology, a lack of attention to the macro-
development of ICT and the materiality of socio-technical contexts, and a focus on the organizational and 
group levels of analysis suggests that there are opportunities for considering and studying the technical in 
SI research. As Meyer (2014) argues, SI is not about the study of the social and technical in isolation, but 
rather it provides insights about their relationship by studying the hyphen that separates the two in the 
term socio-technical. As ICT become more ubiquitous and pervasive in our social, work, and educational 
lives, considering and acknowledging the technical and its materiality is imperative for understanding the 
design, implementation, use, and influences of ICT and how they shape and are shaped by the social.  
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